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N The three papers pr;pared for the Nationa] Conmissgon on Excellerice in,
Education provide a so]1d foundation for fonceptua11z1ng the student's role in
learning. Robert Sternberd and Richard Wagner's paper,_ "Understand1ng
Intelfiguncezm What's in it for Educators?" (1982) reviews theory and research .
that suppurt a view of intelligence as the processin, of information nece;§ary ‘
) for “"purnusive selection of and adaptation of real-world enyironments relevant
to one's life" (p. 18). The.,breadth of this paper makes it difficult to sum-
mariz2, but I would emphasize the careful connect1ons madé between cognitive
processing of information and the metacogn1t1ve processing of one's own approach
to a siktngtion and the-informatian contained therein. This connect1on seems to
be rclatad the central point in the,secopd paper under consideration, Deborah
. Stipek's "Motivating Students to Learn: A Life}ong Perspecti;e“ (1982)., Stipeke
emphasi.os that learning requires "conscious and deliberate effort" (p. 4); such
effort prasumably involves shaping one's approach to a learning situation.
Stipek imp?ies that metacognitive processing depends heavily on intrinsic moti- )
' vation and may be stunted by prolonged exposure to learning Situations with
structurpd’gxtrinsic reinforcement. The implication of these two papers, then,
is that schooling that relies on external reinforcement of learning will hinder
the development of intef]igence.
Waltee Doyle, in the thlrakpaper unider consideration, "Academic Work"
(1982), makes a transition from theﬂabstract and technical treatment of learning N

situations to the cdncrete reality of classroom work assignments. His main the-

sis is that the evaluation and control pressures in c1assr00ms are inimical to
£

pavey

intelligonce and motivation to learn in that those pressures tend to confine
teacher -student interactions to lower-order “cognitive tasks and shift attention
from the purposes of learning to the purposes of managing the performance-grade

exchanga, Cumulatively, these papers constitute a devastating critique of the

-




. inte] e tual and motivational outcomes of schooling.’
My attempt to {ntegrate the papers by Sternberg and Wagner, Stipek, and

Doyle is guided b¥ a research paradigm of ‘the organizition and management of
work in’schools (Duckworth 1981, 1983) I have developed for the Center for
Educational Poljcy and Managemgnt (CEPM) at the University of Ocsgon. The para-
digm synthesizes résearch findings about.classrbom work processes that predict :
_student achievement in order to indicate points of dependency on or potential
intervention by school administrators. I will try to summarize what I have

N learnad from these papers and offer some recommendations for the redefinition of -
the student work ro]e with respect to the higher-order learning 0b3ect1ves at
issue,, I will also try to draw some implications for changes-’ 1n the conditions
of teaun1ng that may ‘be necessary to create such a student role.

Like Stipek and Doyle, I conceptualize the Student ro]e in, ter&s of the work

nerformed--work defined as purposeful effort or act1v1ty on the learning task.
Student work, in~my view, results from the interaction of three general work‘
conditions--agenda, resolrces, and incentives. Each of these conditions is

! determined in‘turn by the student's background, current school experience, and
1ife orospects. 1 am primarily concérned with the schoo1:s organjzation of
"senooiing” exberiences (Bidwell and Kasarda 1980) or encounters‘with/partiCular
learning tasks. Sternberg and Wagner po1nt out the possible counterproductivity
of a sLudent work agenda defined in terms of axpected performance on psycho-
metric tests, because the work required to move from one to another plateau’ on
such tests is not easily detgrmined. Furthermofé, Ste~nberg and Wagner caution
against an uncritical definition of work agenda in-terms of Piaget's cognitive

stages, hecause agéin the re1atioésﬁip between work and progress from one Stage
i — . PR
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3
te the next is not clear, The information prqcessing view of intel]igeqce'js .
much richer in implications for the de;ign of work operations to be performed:
Doyle, ncwever, points out that the ectua] worgﬁagenda experienced by the stu- N
dent is distinct from the work agenda built into the formal curriculum, and I } :

see the reconciliation of these two work agendas as the major task for those

interested in redefining the student role in learning.

P

Yith respect to work resources for 1e3rning, the authors of the three papers ,
are in agreéﬁent that time on task‘by jtself is an empty concept,’ al though
research on direct instruction (e.g., Fisher et a]t 1980) seldom rests on this

concept alone but instead -qualifies it in terms-of agendd (the fotus of the

-

Lask) dnd tha resources of the student s entry=level skx]ls. There is an

interesting tension between Sternberg and Wagner's implication that learning

roquires the,resource of sel f-management skills and Doyle's assertion that stu-

& ¢

dents ‘tend to pressure teachers to simplify tasks until they can be performed i
- yiriually effortlessly w1th the resources at hand (text material, lists,

formulae). It may be that increasing student sulf-maﬂagement skills is prere-
quisite to,the introcuction of higher-order 1earn1ng ‘tasks; certa1n1y the exten- i
sion of learning tasks %nto real-wor]d environments (Sternberg and Wagner) and
independent study (St1pek) requ1res such student work resources if the organiza-
rional performance-grade negotiations (Doy]e) are not to tr1v1a11ze the academic
expectations of such learning tasks. ¢

Stipek addresses the matter of work incentives wost directly in her argument
that intrinsic motivation' is the only reliable basis for work, Yet this asser-
tion is incompat1b1e with the emphasis in Sternberg and Wagner on coping with

real-world environments. Sure]y, the ablllty to function in a system of exter-

nal rainforcements would be an essential’ dimension -of ~intelligence in their-— - e

L




-

N . ’ ‘ﬁ.
sense, Moreover, Doyle suggests that students in a E]assroém 5111 scan and
1nterpret ecological cues regdrding rewards and penalties for work; to ignore
such sources of motivation in the hope of making learning an internally- ,
reinforced process may be to attempt to deny the social being of the learnec.
On the other hand, there is no denying the dysfunctional consequences of many of
the oxrernal reinfercements serving as incentives for student work in today's )

schuols. The solution may be to link the ca]l for intrinsic motivation with the

Zan for self-managemen% skills; this will be &eve]oped below. .

-

Constructive Criticism of the Papers ‘ : . .

Rather than criticize details in these three fine papers, I will attempt to
shape my disagreements,.such as they are,:into a set of recommendations for the
rgﬁefinition of the student role that is sympathetic to the aims of the papers
but points in some different directions. ’

1. Build on the Foundations of D1rect Instruction. Running through the

papers is the theme that direct instruction, despite its utility for basic
skills and slow students, is inapplicable to the higher-order learning discussed
by éternberg an;\hagner. 1 would suggest caution 1n drawing such a premature °
conclusion, There are decades of painstaking work behind the e]aborat1on and

validation of direct instruction strategies such as are described by Rosenshine

(1979) and Fisher and co]]eagues (1980).° Only recently, these strategies have

been found to be product1ve in Jjunior h1gh school* classes (Evertson and colleagues

1980) and in remedial reading classes in senior high schools (Stallings 1981).
Given the greater technical difficulty in elaborating task designs for higher-
order learning, it is not surprising that direct instruction research has not. .

«

yet been successful beyond these cases. However, the increasing volume of con-
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“tent dnd the subtlety df codifying interaction strategies around the teaching of

cognitive and metacognitive operations do not in pr1nc1p1e obviate the utility
of the basic functions of diagnosis, prescription, focused presentation, moni-

5
toring, and feedback in Fisher and colleagues' (1980);formu1ation of direct

instruction.

Tbere‘are, after all, broad foundations of factual and.proced&ral learning

-in spacialized domains of learning. The accountability. and precision charac- -

teristics of direct 1nstruct1on seem relevant here. With regard to cognitive
processes, while students may benefit “from developing their own 1earn1ng
algorithms, Ooyle po1nts out that these are sometimes erroneous. I suspectothat

imitation and rehearsa] are useful for mastering--e. g.--log1cal operations such

as geometric proofs, and direct instruction may have an lmportant function here.
¢

Finally, although metacognitive procedures may seem more abstract and thus of a
higher order than cognitive processes, they are not thereby unsuscept1b1e to
model ing and feedback. As an example, I would quote the sequence of executive
process1ng steps in Sternberg and Wagner (1982, p. 14) "deciding upon the
nature of the problem being confronted, deciding upon a strategy for task per-
formance, and correct1§ interpreting external feedback,“ ” |

- llowever, while arguing that the work of 1earning‘at the higher reaches is‘
still skilled work, I think that we can make some progress in supplementing the

direct instruction model as needed by distinguishing among kinds of skills and

" their optimal development. Here, Char1es Perrow's (1970) analysis of work in

terms of the kinds of technical routines employed and their mod1f1cat1on in

1ight of exceptional cases may help. Perrow distinguishe$ among routine produc-

tlon, ong1neer1ng, craft, and nonroutine production depending on the frequenc&

of except1ons to convent1ona1 procedures- and whether the searchfor a]ternarive




>

proceduresAis‘analyzable‘or unanalyzable. Academic t;;§s (and éhe variety of
real-tife situations all students .experience at one time or anuther) exhibit all
these types. Students may develop the different skills necessary in different
°ways.' [n the case of tasks with many exceptions, while serial application of
knows: procedures-may be practiced by the student outside'%h§,59pervision of the
teachar, the efficient testing of procedures can §enefit f}omldirect instruction
in eich of the procedures. In the case of tasks with unanalyzable search proce-
dures, howéver, full atteption and the sorting of task clues. may be best trained.

-

+ . with the close super&ision of direct instruction but without its detailed proce-
dures and‘réianfcements. The teacher aims to heighten student awareness and
checking of perceptions; students qevelop the capacity ‘to contrive unique "50lu-

.%\//’ tions partly in private thought but aiso partly by compa;ing their work pro- -
‘cesses and products with those of masters and intuiting and inquiriny about more
fruitful séarch methods. .}he huﬁan~mind may still be superior, under cérfain
,circumstdnées, to any direct instrugtipn program we have, and there is the
dangar of hobbling the adaptive subtlety of natural thought ;rocesses by trying
to reduce them to co;ponents. ' - ’
fhese sketchy ideas are presented in the hope of st%mu]ating further thoqght
aboui. the nature of the skills we want in students and the classroom processel
qost ronducive to the development of such skills, Attempts to adapt the tools

we possess, like direct instruction, are preferable to reinveniing the wheel.

2, gistinguish the Short-term and Long-term Values gi Learnjng. While {

share stipek's worry about the long-term effects of the application of direct

insiruction's program-and-reinforcement sequence to learning, 1 worry .a1so about

romanticizing the role of intrinsic motivation in learning. The enthusiasm 3nd
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\curiosity we find so delightful in young children's learning (and in the atti-,
/tude of adults <o new, s1tuat1ons) may be 11m1ted motivational bases for learning
: in the domains of the schoo1 cufriculum. Bereiter and Engelmann (1966) .
distinguished between fyn" and"vork" stages of leasning as the student moves
’ from =ncounter with new content to mastery of new skills; they argued that prac-
tice while necegsary, is often boring, and tnat coping with the application of
knowiazdge and sk111 to more djfficult content, while “sometimes challenging, can
also be frustratlng, especially at first. Gettlng throu;h this "work" stage
requires, initia]]y, external contro! and, eventually, work habits of discipline
‘ and persistenee. Lest these seem limited to basic skills, I would like to
recall my own experience in college freshman writing, where the expressed pur-
! pose sjcemed to bé\fb cha]]enge.the platitudes, generalities, sentimentalitieés,
and non sequitur thinking that make up the spontaneous approach of many students
to ne% situations. In other waords, the immediate value of learning to an indi-
ngynf may be only intermittently correlated with the long-term value of
learning, both to the individual and to society. Surely there are lessons to be

-

drawn here from a'decade or so of student-centered 1earning environments, about
which Stipek is curiously silent. If we are interested in excellence, we are
intarasted in the transcending of the se]f and that can easily involve "work"“.

-3, Deve];g_Student Capacity for Self- Management of Work. A]though direct

instruction may cont1nue to be a fruitful 1nstructtona1 technique and the Tong-
‘ kacon values of learning may stretch beyond the cruising range of Lne sntr1ns1c

motivition of the learner, a strong case can be mada for increased self- .

management by students during the prclonged periods of individual work between

" direct instruction episodes. During this time, the agenda must be kept in

‘sith, resources of time, quiet, and materials replenished, and incentives
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Internalized‘or managed through some sort of externa] reinforcement for the workj“

of learning. Interna]izat1on is 1mp11ed by Sternberg and Wagner's account of
etacogn1t1ve processes, and the cognitive and motivational bases of such pro-

cesses ncad to be elaborated in terms of the actual work act1v1t1es of students |

in their life situations. Doyle's construct of med1at1ng-processes-1n-ecology

is useiul we need to understand the strateg1es students use to make sen-e of

and Audpr to env1ronments other than the classroom and then ‘develop motivational
and self-management techniques to sustain engagement with learning tasks in suth
enviconments despite the distractions. . ' N

We need to th1nk realistically and pragmat1ca11y from the student s point of

view about how the academ1c tasks described in these papers are to.be integrated

into the student s lifeworld rather than attempt to structure schoolwork s0 as

to \xc1ude some of the ecological influences (such as compet1t1veness) that we
inay dlstake. This means - articulating the variety of agendas, resouices, and

lncent1ves students embrace regarding purposeful effort and activity and giving

. the studfnt quided practice in making and following through on decisions about

these opt1ons. This means confronting a1ternative attractions and deve]op1ng
w1llpowex, If we accept Bere1ter and Engelmann s argument’ about the work stage
of laarning, then we must train students in persevering in a task in the absence
of direct supervision. We must also model articulation and adv0cacy of tne
larger values of learning so that students can acquire the skill of def1n1ng and
defending their own learning purposes against teachers caught in Doyle's

classrogn management game. e, .

4, Ground H1gher-0rder Learning on ldeals and Exemplars. The account of

el f-management given above, linked to the preceding arguments about the 3

« .
.
. P ¢
.~ + v
- .
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\pOSs1b|° atilities- of direct instruction-and the qualified importance of-intfinr .
.sic motivation, lead me: to emphasize the culturalea1ues of 1earn1ng and to

think'abuut their revival in the' classroom. However, when I mention cultural , .
values.” T want to Evgid the toné of.serjousness that permeates.sohe of these N
papers and has on past occasfons characterized my OJ; thinrking abaqut the
_studeni s role in léarnjng. One can neglect the compleméntarity of fantasy ‘and
p}ay LG student'inteﬂligence’and academic work, Sternberg and Wagner, for

- " axample. neg]ecé the syﬁbol-f}aﬁsforming operations of jmagination that play an
. important part in insight and mg;acognition. _However, fantasy and play neeq a
richer milieu than the usual fare of adoTescent recreation. The ideals and’
examp)arsxin the culture served by schools are what I have in wmind here. Among
the models of skill and accomplishment available to students, surely heroic’
figures and benefactors of. the culture ha;e greater salience than teachers. To.
the axtend that students fantasize about their own, replication of.such
accomplushments, the schoo] has a powerful base to motivafé studenfs' working to
develop the sk111s emp1oyed by such f1gure However, the validation -of such

o

achievement is as much externa1 as 1nterna1 In the sense, I questioﬁ‘Stipek‘s
aésection that learning outside the classroom is free of external reiéforcemenf.
Sociai status is a powerful reward.

Students need a wider vision of -their own status as student thdn tne nacrow
. task focus that is both current in schoois and also 1s implied in the papers by
Doyle and Sternberg and Wagner. [ have articulated (Duckworth’ 1979) this wider
visivn in terms of the student as professiohaltgs opposed to the student as wage
laborer, There is a’danger, however, in retrojecting the “sérious" attitudes of

an aduli academic towards intellectual work back into the minds of adolescents

o ancountaring such work for the first time, The prevailing thought p%fterns‘of

-
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adolesceat may in fact be idealism, fantasy, play, and humor. . The ecologies for
such thought patterns\are well established in the modern consumer culture-of
adolescence; the establishment of alternate ecologies’ to shape idealism, fan-

tasy, play, and humor 2round academic work is not impossible but requires con-

- siderable imagination. ‘

-

Sternbherg and Nagner's proposal for a curriculum of yuided discovety through
some of the great scientific advances 1s.just such an imaginative flight, and
its prospects are well attested by the Tecent popularity among adolescents of
te]ev1s1on series such as Car1 Sagan's "Cosmos . For the w1der group of stu-
dents, the hemanities and social studies Seenra richer store of ideals and play. .
Some of this appears 1n‘Mortimér Adler's recent proposal for a classical
. education; his precursor in the advococy of "paideia“, Werner Jaeger (1965) gave
‘ centra’ p]ace to the Homer1c epics in exemp11fy1ng and person1fy1ng the virtues
of Greek culture in the minds of the youth of that society. To'the argument
‘that this is an\e11te educat1ona1 method I would respond that in fantasy and
play, adolescents revea} a un1versa1 elitism. The part1cu1ar exemplars who

inform elite images today, however, tend to exhibit glamour and power rather

-

than knowledge and virtue, and this may be a critical area of intervention.

. !
Acquiascence in the superficiality of popular culture may be a key failing in

educators adaptation to 'the world of the young. Until educators can present
porenr images of se]f-cu1t1vat1on and socially-recognized accomplishment in '
1earn|ng .and its productive consequences, all the technical efforts to desigm
academic work around higher- order objectives may be in vain. However the po1nt

’ +
of such intervention is to persuade - .e student to invest in the idealized image

of the cultural exemplar, not to expect such investment by itse1f to carry the.
3
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;tudent through the arduous periods of academic work.
fhe student role implied in these four recommendations can be characterized
as follows: a continuity throughout schooling: of “structured group interactions
with a teacher on the mastery of skills and content-~including logical
operations--deemed central to the culture of the society at 1arge; increasing

damands on:the student to abply those central:skills

¥

to new and varied content
of increasing difficulty in an inteiligent (inh Sternberg and\wegner's'sense) and
self-disciplined fashion; and the gradual suppfémentation of maste}y for its own
sake with the imitation of cultural exemplars in pursuing higher-order learning.
Stipek might well argue that this structured empha§is-ignores her critique
of extcéna] re1rforcement in schools. [ agree that motivation 16 learn in
today's high schools is indeed problematic. My solution, however, is not & pro-
posal to,réorient high school education to intrinsic motivation, but to defuse
the situaticn fdr those stdﬁents who otherwise you]d become boreg in school by
allowing them a gesbite from the academic-regime’of school dufing éhe early ado:

lescent years. Upon completing their elementary school education, students

would have the option of pursuing intrinsic motivation in a variety of super-
= > b .

5 ~

vised activities for a year or two, but they would have the foféknow]edge that a
demanding and externally reinforced four-year high school currieulum had yet to

be completed before thay could obtain a graduation diploma. The re-entry into
. the, azademic regime would then be as deliberate as society would tolerate, on

terms well known and agreed to by students. The assumption behind this proposal

is that the moratorium on tHe formal curriculum would provide space for the” : .
flowering of personal interests in 1ga}ﬁing without the school's obligation to

) £
- control and evaluate such learning. My sense from interviews with school per-

sonnel is that this sort of moratorium is at present takeﬁ by high school gra-




duates 1ifter six years of progressively more alienated and unfruitful secondary .

scﬁoollng. The aim in the proposal is to provide the break in 1ickstep .
school ing 2arlier and thén to redefine the adolescent's ;ole as studeﬁf anew and A

on terms of self-management and high expectation such as have been described

above, [nis proposal i; consistent with, but goes several steps beyond, the

current philosophy of middle-school education. . - i ; '

fhe Mapayement of School Work

W

rﬁe three papers under consideration, and my own discussion thus far, have
focused on how to redesign the student's role to promote more advanced learning.
Doylo dues indicate the problematic nature of the teacher's roie in establishing
and wistaining -such an altered student work role, although I thinkvhe focuses . -
too narrowly on the internal world of the classroom and on the ménagemenf of
{pecific tasks. 1 would likeé to sketch the elements of a wider view of the
determinants of the student's work conditiéns. If we are to identify interven-
tions and points of access in imﬁroving outcomes of education, we need to
understand the more distal but no less important systemic determinants of the
t work of bofh stqdents and teachers. '
- Tﬁe paradigé I have been developing at CEPM looks beyond the classroom to -
school and district management polikies and practices. My remarks earlier about
stadent salf-management and idea]ish may serve'fb guide this exploration of the

stydent cole determinants that are dependent or the work of teachers, admwi-

i

d .

nistrators, and other influential figures in public education,
let me first consider the work conditions required for teachers to jmplement - -°
’ . s

the sort of curricular ideas suggested in tnese papers. With -regard to

toaachers, Doyle has indjcéfed how studer* pressure can drive‘down the standards ‘
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of expectation for performance and trivialize comprehension tasks by reducing
them o memory or procedure tasks. Against this pressure, how would administra-
tors go out defining a work agenda of high standards and higher-order cogni-
tive objactives- for teachers, providing resources needed for more ambitious
currizula, and creating and sustaining incentives for confronting
students- -.g., for puttiﬁg up with tﬁe tensions of noncooperation and friction
abgg} student nonperformance7 Let -me suggest-some poss1b111t1es. ' .

Regarding teacher work agenda, 1 agree with Sternberg and Wagner that really
ambitious goals for student attainment Theed organization in their own r1ght,
althouyn I would oppose the restriction of such goals of excef]Ence to teachers .
of "yifted" students. Teachers of all students need to be reminded by -admi-  —
nistrators that mastery is to be expected of thinking skills as well as curricu-
lum content. Stipek makes the péint that excellence can be sought in terms of

-masto:y at each stage of learning, although I would disagree with her advice

2 = .
about compartmenta11z1ng and protecting d1fferent student learning groups from

one another. The teacher needs a more f19x1b1e hand in stretch1ng task rapaci-

ties of J1fferent students and symbo1s of exce]lence to apply to the progress of
. each student (Sta]]ings 1981). Building principals, other teachers, and super-

visors ¢an review a teacher's decisions regarding different students and suggest

whers qouls are being Set too low.

‘R“qarding feacher work resources, administrators shou]d rerogn17e that rlgl-. -

“ d1ty>1n*?he time §chedule and grouping arrangements may prevpnt teachers from
“attempting to use direct instruction in ways appropriate for a program of
mistery 1earn1ng for all students. Teachers who feel that they cannot assign
homework and expect it to be completed are likewise d1scouraged Teachers whose

studenkts are absent or late require assistance in reintegration and discinline

-
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(Statiings 1981). - Stydents who obstruct the progress of the class are a drain
on resources(panter1975). Classroom discipline can be strengthened by school
administrators (Purkey and Smith 1982).

Regarding teacher work incentives, Lortie (1975) has described how teachers
" value their persoea1 relationseips with students and derive diverse rewards from
thoir accomplishments. Brophy and Good (1974) suggest that Feacheré may be dif-
ferentially engaged with students. Some teacher seem to feel threatened by or -
useless to fast learners. Teachers - their isolation, may be coopted byothe
student value system just as they -~ - ‘oopted by student negotiations over
assignments. Incentives for teachers to give more attention to or deeand more
of all students might include recognition of exemplary student performance and
products. * Athletic and music teacﬁers get this recognition and report pressure
to ybtain a quality product from students. Here, moreover, ether siudents may
reinforce teacher values about quality. Incentives for teachers thus may derive
from new ways of-1inking student accompiishments to benefits (including a sense
" of »choo] pride) or to providing a serv1ce to the commundity. Work, in short,
can have«a social-exchange value .it seldom enJOys in school. The ;ocial utili- o
ties here are relevant to ‘Sternberg and Wagner's cal] for relevance but include

symbolic accomplishments and thus respect the va1ue of the academ1c disci fllgggﬂVMA__#eea_,

e e T T T []

—a5 sources of value to c1v111zat1on itself. This sort of expectation-raising
has beun documented in elementary schools (Brookover et al. 1979); there is no
reason fo Think it cannot be done in high schools as well,

? The work of teachers and.students is dependent in turn on the work of school .
administrators and policy makers. The improvements suggested by the three

napers depend on the sghoo]s' ability to obtain authorization for such work
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agendas, prov%sion of resources, and confirmation of incentives. There has been
much discussion of the public"s dissatisfaction with schools and Qithho]ding of
resources; Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore (1981) have justified the next step of
exit from the public eaucation system. Private schools are known to be respon-
sive to theié clientele, and they have a reputation for higher éfﬁdent perfor-
mancs, ;lthough there is doubtless great diversity in this respect. However,
public schools with administrators who have articulated the value of school
learniny and assembled citizen coalitions in support of academic goals Bave
managed in many cases to turn th{s situation ;round. Such administrators are
not intimidated by public desires for immediate, painless, and superficial '
schocl productivity. There is a leadership function hére Qith regut to
reestab!ishing the contribution of education and excellence to civilization and
_to the quality as well as quantity of work done in various sektors of the
socisiy. It is the lack of this leadership that to me accounts for some of the
criticism of the otherwise seemingly unexceptionable establishment of minimum
qompetencigs. It is not that such competencies are not importaﬁt statements by ’
schools, but that they seldom are accompanied by standard; of excellence.
Indeed, [ witnessed a superintendent who" wished to authorize such a set of stan-
- dacds for excellence frustrated by the principals of the district's schools on
tha argument that they had their hands full with the minimim competencies

already.

fhe teacher's and student's work agenda, resources, and incentives are

amheddnt in the societal perception.of the school as an institution, Charles
Bidwel) 71979) has argued that schools are nested ecologies open to different

sactors of the public, and this may account for the apparent lack of central

organiziiional control regarding decline in performance standards.
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Superintendents are in a position to nofify these different sectors of the goals
of the schoo: and .o protect principals and teachers when pressed by particular
publics with special interests. In particular, the school's performance stan-
dards need protection from the credeqtia]-oriented students and parents
described by Doyle and by Meyer (1979). ’

Superintendents are themselves hired by school boards, however and need an -
external foundation for sustaining a drive for higher performance. standards.
U]timateiy, it is policy-articulating bedies like stéke and natiéhé] commissions
and the universities that can .provide the 1nst1tut10na1 support for\schoo]s
attempts to improve their standards and adapt their curricula to what we are’
learning about intelligence, motivation, and acadehic tasks. Without this sup-

port, the social forces that depress student performance will continue\$o hold

sway.
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